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Dear Ms. Salas:

By undersigned counsel, Nextel Communications, Inc. hereby submits the original and
seven (7) copies of a revised page 6 of its Comments filed June 11,2001 in the above
proceeding. This revised page 6 corrects errata appearing on the originally filed page 6, and does
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page 6 replaces the original in its entirety.

By copy of this filing, we are serving all parties to have filed initial comments. Please do
not hesitate to contact us if you have any questions on this matter.
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consistent with the needs of wireless carriers. The Crandall Declaration erroneously

presumes that "special access customers tend to be clustered in certain areas - for

example, downtown, industrial parks, or college campuses.,,9 And, the Fact Report

merely states that alternative networks "generally encircle[] the central business district

of the relevant market"lO or "pass by the largest commercial office buildings."!!

The overriding assumption that only business customers in urban areas generally

require access to high-capacity loops and dedicated transport completely ignores the

entire industry of CMRS providers who do not market exclusively to businesses, but

instead collectively offer true competitive choices to residential consumers as well. To

the extent residential, suburban, or even rural, end users no longer subscribe to their

incumbent local phone company, more often than not, it is because they subscribe to

cellular service, and not because they obtain wireline service from a CLEC. The ILECs

are attempting to throw out the independent CMRS industry with the bath water by

focusing their analysis on purely business use ofUNEs. By offering alternatives to

traditional land-line-based local service, however, CMRS carriers are achieving the goal

of Congress in adopting the 1996 Act to benefit "all Americans by opening all

telecommunications markets to competition.,,12 It is incumbent upon the Commission to

prevent this significant competitive market segment

9

10

Crandall Declaration at 14.

Fact Report at 9.

II
Jd.at 11. Although the Fact Report also concedes that "CLEC fiber is by no means limited to

dense urban areas" (id., p. 12), it does not quantify the urban/non-urban concentration of alternative
networks, suggesting that non-urban installations are scarce, and that anecdotal comments served its theory
better than quantification of the installations would.

12 Joint Statement of Managers, S. Conf. Rep. No. 104-230, 104th Cong., 2d Sess., at 1 (1996) (Joint
ExplanatOlY Statement).

6



consistent with the needs of wireless carriers. The Crandall Declaration erroneously

presumes that "special access customers tend to be clustered in certain areas - for

example, downtown, industrial parks, or college campuses.,,9 And, the Fact Report

merely states that altematJ\e networks "generally encircle[] the central business district

of the relevant market"!11 or "pass by the largest commercial office buildings.,,11

The overriding assumption that only business customers in urban areas generally

require access to high-C1P~lcity loops and dedicated transport completely ignores the

entire industry ofClvtRS pro\iders who do not market exclusively to businesses, but

instead collectively offer true competitive choices to residential consumers as well. To

the extent residential, suburban, or even rural, end users no longer subscribe to their

incumbent local phone company, more often than not, it is because they subscribe to

cellular service, and not because they obtain wireline service from a CLEC. The ILECs

are attempting to throw out the independent CMRS industry with the bath water by

focusing their analysis on purely business use ofUNEs. By offering alternatives to

traditional land-line-based local service, however, CMRS carriers are achieving the goal

of Congress in adopting the 1996 Act to benefit "all Americans by opening all

telecommunications markets to competition.,,12 It is incumbent upon the Commission to

prevent this significant competitive market segment

Crandall Declaration al 14.

10 Fact Report at 9.

II
Id. at II. Although the Fac t Report also concedes that "CLEC fiber is by no means limited to

dense urban areas" (id., p. 12), it does not quantify the urban/non-urban concentration ofalternative
networks, suggesting that non-urban installations are scarce, and that anecdotal comments served its theory
better than quantification of the installations would.

12 Joint Statement of Managers, S. Conf. Rep. No. 104-230, 104th Cong., 2d Sess., at 1 (1996) (Joint
Explanatory Statement).

6



consistent with the needs of wireless carriers. The Crandall Declaration erroneously

presumes that "special access customers tend to be clustered in certain areas - for

example, downtown, industrial parks. or college campuses.,,9 And, the Fact Report

merely states that alternative networks "generally encircle[] the central business district

of the relevant market"IU or "pass by the largest commercial office buildings."] I

The overriding assumption that only business customers in urban areas generally

require access to high-ClpJcity loops and dedicated transport completely ignores the

entire industry of CMRS providers who do not market exclusively to businesses, but

instead collectively offer true competitive choices to residential consumers as well. To

the extent residential, suburban, or even rural, end users no longer subscribe to their

incumbent local phone company, more often than not, it is because they subscribe to

cellular service, and not because they obtain wireline service from a CLEC. The ILECs

are attempting to throw out the independent CMRS industry with the bath water by

focusing their analysis on purely business use ofUNEs. By offering alternatives to

traditional land-line-based local service, however, CMRS carriers are achieving the goal

of Congress in adopting the 1996 Act to benefit "all Americans by opening all

telecommunications markets to competition." 12 It is incumbent upon the Commission to

prevent this significant competitive market segment

Crandall DeclaratIon at 14.

lU Fact Report at 9.

tl
Id.at 1I. Although the Fact Report also concedes that "CLEC fiber is by no means limited to

dense urban areas" (id., p. 12), it does not quantify the urban/non-urban concentration of alternative
networks, suggesting that non-urban installations are scarce, and that anecdotal comments served its theory
better than quantification of the installations would.

12 Joint Statement of Managers. S. Conf. Rep. No. 104-230, 104th Cong., 2d Sess., at 1 (1996) (Joint
Explanatory Statement).

6



consistent with the needs of wireless carriers. The Crandall Declaration erroneously

presumes that "special access customers tend to be clustered in certain areas - for

example, downtown, industrial parks, or college campuses.,,9 And, the Fact Report

merely states that alternative networks "generally encircle[] the central business district

of the relevant market,,10 or "pass by the largest commercial office buildings.,,11

The overriding assumption that only business customers in urban areas generally

require access to high-capacity loops and dedicated transport completely ignores the

entire industry of CMRS pro\'iders who do not market exclusively to businesses, but

instead collectively offer true competitive choices to residential consumers as well. To

the extent residential, suburban, or even rural, end users no longer subscribe to their

incumbent local phone company, more often than not, it is because they subscribe to

cellular service, and not because they obtain wireline service from a CLEC. The ILECs

are attempting to throw out the independent CMRS industry with the bath water by

focusing their analysis on purely business use ofUNEs. By offering alternatives to

traditional land-line-based local service, however, CMRS carriers are achieving the goal

of Congress in adopting the 1996 Act to benefit "all Americans by opening all

telecommunications markets to competition.',12 It is incumbent upon the Commission to

prevent this significant competitive market segment

9 Crandall Declaration at 14.

Fact Report at 9.

II

12

Id.at II. Although the Fact Report also concedes that "CLEC fiber is by no means limited to
dense urban areas" (id., p. 12), it does not quantify the urban/non-urban concentration ofaltemative
networks, suggesting that non-urban installations are scarce, and that anecdotal comments served its theory
better than quantification of the installations would.

Joint Statement of Managers, S. Conf. Rep. No. 104-230, 104th Cong., 2d Sess., at I (1996) (Joint
Explanatory Statement).

6



consistent with the needs 0 f wireless carriers. The Crandall Declaration erroneously

presumes that "special access customers tend to be clustered in certain areas - for

example, downtO\\l1, industrial parks, or college campuses.,,9 And, the Fact Report

merely states that altcmatl\'c networks "generally encircle[] the central business district

of the relevant market"' I II or "pass by the largest commercial office buildings." t I

The overriding assumption that only business customers in urban areas generally

require access to high-cdpacity loops and dedicated transport completely ignores the

entire industry of Ci\lRS prO\iJcrs who do not market exclusively to businesses, but

instead collectively offer true competitive choices to residential consumers as well. To

the extent residentiaL suburban, or even rural, end users no longer subscribe to their

incumbent local phone company, more often than not, it is because they subscribe to

cellular service, and not because they obtain wireline service from a CLEe. The ILECs

are attempting to throw out the independent CMRS industry with the bath water by

focusing their analysis on purely business use ofUNEs. By offering alternatives to

traditional land-line-based local service, however, CMRS carriers are achieving the goal

of Congress in adopting the }996 Act to benefit "all Americans by opening all

telecommunications markets to competition.,,12 It is incumbent upon the Commission to

prevent this significant competitive market segment

9

10

Crandall DeclaratlOn at 14,

Fact Report at 9,

II
Id at 11. Although the Fact Report also concedes that "CLEC fiber is by no means limited to

dense urban areas" (id., p, 12). it does not quantify the urban/non-urban concentration ofaltemative
networks, suggesting that non-urban installations are scarce, and that anecdotal comments served its theory
better than quantification of the installations would.

1'
- Joint Statement of Managers, S. Conf. Rep. No. 104-230, I04th Cong., 2d Sess., at I (1996) (Joint

Explanatory Statement).

6



consistent with the needs of wireless carriers. The Crandall Declaration erroneously

presumes that "special access customers tend to be clustered in certain areas - for

example, downtown. industllal parks. or college campuses.,,9 And, the Fact Report

merely states that altclllJLI\e networks "generally encircle[] the central business district

of the relevant market"I'! or "pass by the largest commercial office buildings."II

The overriding assumption that only business customers in urban areas generally

require access to high-clfXlclty loops and dedicated transport completely ignores the

entire industry ofCMRS pro\ loers who do not market exclusively to businesses, but

instead collectively offer true competitive choices to residential consumers as well. To

the extent residential, suburban. or even rural, end users no longer subscribe to their

incumbent local phone company, more often than not, it is because they subscribe to

cellular service, and not becJusc they obtain \vireline service from a CLEC. The ILECs

are attempting to throw out the independent CMRS industry with the bath water by

focusing their analysis on purely business use ofUNEs. By offering alternatives to

traditional land-line-based local service, however, CMRS carriers are achieving the goal

of Congress in adopting the 1996 Act to benefit "all Americans by opening all

telecommunications markets to competition." 12 It is incumbent upon the Commission to

prevent this significant competitive market segment

9

jlJ

Crandall Declaration at l-l.

Fact Report at 9.

II
!d.at II. Although the Fact Report also concedes that "CLEC fiber is by no means limited to

dense urban areas" (id., p. 12), it does not quantify the urban/non-urban concentration of alternative
networks, suggesting that non-urban installations are scarce, and that anecdotal comments served its theory
better than quantification of the installations would.

12 Joint Statement of Managers, S. Conf. Rep. No. 104-230, 104th Cong., 2d Sess., at I (1996) (Joint
Explanatory Statement).

6



consistent with the needs of wireless carriers. The Crandall Declaration erroneously

presumes that "special access customers tend to be clustered in certain areas - for

cxample. downtown. Industrial parks. or college campuses.,,9 And, the Fact Report

merely states that altcl11ativc networks "generally encircle[] the central business district

of the relevant market"llJ or "pass by the largest commercial office buildings."ll

The overriding assumption that only business customers in urban areas generally

require access to high-c\pacity loops and dedicated transport completely ignores the

entire industry of C\lRS pro\iders who do not market exclusively to businesses, but

instead collectively offer true competitive choices to residential consumers as well. To

the extent residential, suburban, or even rural, end users no longer subscribe to their

incumbent local phone company. more often than not, it is because they subscribe to

cellular service, and not because they obtain wireline service from a CLEC. The ILECs

are attempting to throw out the independent CMRS industry with the bath water by

focusing their analysis on purely business use ofUNEs. By offering alternatives to

traditionalland-line-based local service, however, CMRS carriers are achieving the goal

of Congress in adopting the 1996 Act to benefit "all Americans by opening all

telecommunications markets to competition.,,12 It is incumbent upon the Commission to

prevent this significant competitive market segment

Crandall Declaration at 14.

)0
Fact Report at 9.

II
ld.at 11. Although the Fact Report also concedes that "CLEC fiber is by no means limited to

dense urban areas" (id., p. 12). it does not quantify the urban/non-urban concentration ofaltemative
networks, suggesting that non-urban installations are scarce, and that anecdotal comments served its theory
better than quantification of the installations would.

l' .
- Jomt Statement of Managers, S. Conf. Rep. No. 104-230, 104th Cong., 2d Sess., at 1 (1996) (Joint

ExplanatOl)' Statement).

6



consistent with the needs of wireless carriers. The Crandall Declaration erroneously

presumes that "special access customers tend to be clustered in certain areas - for

example, downtown. industrial parks, or college campuses.,,9 And, the Fact Report

merely states that altemati \'C net\vorks "generally encircle[] the central business district

of the relevant market"IU or "pass by the largest commercial office buildings."] [

The overriding assumption that only business customers in urban areas generally

require access to high-c~lpacity loops and dedicated transport completely ignores the

entire industry ofCMRS prO\iders who do not market exclusively to businesses, but

instead collectively offer true competitive choices to residential consumers as well. To

the extent residential, suburban, or even rural, end users no longer subscribe to their

incumbent local phone company, more often than not, it is because they subscribe to

cellular service, and not because they obtain wireline service from a CLEe. The ILECs

are attempting to throw out the independent CMRS industry with the bath water by

focusing their analysis on purely business use ofUNEs. By offering alternatives to

traditional land-line-based local service, however, CMRS carriers are achieving the goal

of Congress in adopting the 1996 Act to benefit "all Americans by opening all

telecommunications markets to competition.',12 It is incumbent upon the Commission to

prevent this significant competitive market segment

Crandall Declaration at l.f,

10 Fact Report at 9,

II

12

/d.at 11. Although the Fact Report also concedes that "CLEC fiber is by no means limited to
dense urban areas" (id., p. 12), it does not quantify the urban/non-urban concentration ofaltemative
networks, suggesting that non-urban installations are scarce, and that anecdotal comments served its theory
better than quantification of the installations would.

Joint Statement of Managers, S. Conf. Rep. No. 104-230, 104th Cong., 2d Sess., at I (1996) (Joint
Explanatory Statement).

6


